the issue of "double cutting" coal on the longwall section.
Mr. Ribel took the position that such a practice was inher-
ently unsafe, and mine management took the position that it
was safe.  Mine safety committeeman James Merchant confirmed
that Mr. Ribel and the other complaining miners spoke to him
about the double cutting in May, 1983, and that meetings
were held with Michael Toth, the longwall coordinator, and
representatives of the UMWA, at which the issue was dis-
cussed.  Mr. Merchant also alluded to discussions with MSHA
several years earlier over the issue of double cutting.

As a result of the dispute concerning the issue of
double cutting, Mr. Ribel and two of his corworkers (Kanosky
and Wells), informed their supervisor and foreman, Jack
Hawkins, that they would not double cut anymore.  As a
result of this, a meeting was held with the safety committee
and mine management, and the decision was made by
Mr. Hawkins1 supervisors that the complaining miners did not
have to double cut.  Subsequently, in early May, 1983,
Mr. Hawkins met with the recalcitrant miners, including
Mr. Ribel, and in an effort to convince them to change their
minds about double cutting, he purportedly discussed several
"options" with them.  Subsequent allegations by the employ-
ees that these "options" included threats by Mr. Hawkins to
take away certain work-related privileges, i^.e., overtime,
favorable work assignments, led to a May 31, 1983, discrimi-
nation complaint to MSHA by Mr. Ribel and the other miners.
Although Mr. Hawkins denied giving the employees any
"options," and denied threatening them, he conceded that the
issue of "double cutting" was frequently discussed with his
crew as early as March and April, 1983, and that he had
spoken with Mr. Ribel and the other miners on at least 10 or
15 occasions about the matter.

Mr. Hawkins candidly admitted that he spoke with
Mr. Ribel and the other miners on many occasions about their
initial refusal to perform double cutting, and that he did
so out of concern that production on his shift was suffering
and that his shift was far below the production of other
shifts where double cutting was taking place.  Although
Mr. Hawkins denied that he ever threatened Mr. Ribel, or
gave him "options" in connection with his refusal to double
cut, Mr. Hawkins' continuous contacts and conversations with
his crew over this.subject supports a conclusion that coal
production was uppermost in Mr. Hawkins1 mind.  Since
Mrv. Ribel was instrumental in curtailing production on his
sh'ift by his refusal to double cut, and since Mr. Ribel
obviously influenced Mr. Wells and Mr. Kanosky to join him
in his protests, as well as the discrimination complaint
filed against Mr. Hawkins, one can reasonably conclude that

1060ey or his partner, Howell, to have even
